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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application communication filed March 10, 2004; 

2. Claims 1-1 1 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 8 are independent claims. 

Priority 

3. Applicant's claim for the benefit of foreign DE application #10144390.0, filed 
September 10, 2001 under 35 U.S.C. 119(a)-(d) is acknowledged. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 

a) Ref. #12" in Figure 3 

b) Ref. #21 in Figure 5 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121 (d), or amendment to the . 
specification to add the reference characters) in the description in compliance with 37 
CFR 1 .121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
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notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 1 0 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a) Replace recited phrase "the graphic markings" in line 1 with "the 
predefined graphic markings" to clearly referred back to base claim 1 . 

b) Replace recited phrase "replaces an original respective at least one 
pictogram" in line 3 with "replaces an original pictogram" because it appears 
to be a typo according to applicant specification p. 5 par. 18 in the last line. 
Appropriate corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recite the terms "clearly" and "similar", which render the scope of the 
claim as indefinite. The terms "clearly" and "similar" are not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
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of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. 

Claim 1 recites the pronoun "other" in line 6, which renders the claim as 
indefinite because what is being referred to as "other" is not set forth in the claim. 

Claim 1 recites the phrase "the compared directory tree" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim because "the compared 
directory tree" has not been previously recited. 

Claim 1 recites "a method for displaying a comparison result" in the 
preamble. However, the body of the claim is silent on the required steps to arrive with 
"displaying a comparison result", therefore rendering the claim as indefinite. 

Claim 1 recites the phrase "each respective directory tree" in line 5. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim because it is unclear whether 
"each respective directory tree" in line 5 is referring to "respective directory trees" 
in line 2. 

Claim 3 is generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform to current U.S. 
practice. Claim 3 recites the phrase "wherein, to show from which of the compared 
directory trees the additional folders come", which appears to be a literal translation 
into English from a foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic 
errors. Examiner suggest to applicant to omit the narrative phrase to overcome 
rejection. 

Claim 3 recites the phrase "predefined markings". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim because it is unclear whether 
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"predefined markings" in claim 3 is referring to "predefined graphic markings" in 

claim 1. 

Claims 4 and 5 recite the phrase "files or folders". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims because it is unclear whether "files or 
folders" in claims 4 and 5 are referring to "the files or folders" in claim 1 . 

Claim 4 recites the pronoun "their" in line 2, which renders the claim as 
indefinite because what is being referred to as "their" is not set forth in the claim. 

Claim 8 recite the terms "similar" and "clear", which render the scope of the 
claim as indefinite. The terms "similar" and "clear" are not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. 

Dependent claims 2-7 and 9-1 1 are rejected for fully incorporating the 
deficiencies of their respective base claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) . 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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9. Claims 1-5 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Huberman et al. (hereafter referred to as Huberman), U.S. Patent # 6,278,452 
B1. 

Regarding claim 1 , Huberman teaches "The invention can be used generally 
to compare any of two or more sets of objects, including, but not limited to, the 
contents of two or more computer directories, the contents of two or more folders 
in a computer directory, two or more files in two or more databases" (col. 2 lines 
49-56). (claim 1 ; i.e., comparing the files or folders of each respective directory tree for 
which a comparison is desired with each other to evaluate structural or content 
differences between the compared files or folders; ) 

Huberman further teaches "a result view comprises a generated tree having 
representations of the results of the comparisons of respective object pairs, as 
they are compared. A result view of the tree, representing a graphical user 
interface representation of the tree, is thereafter displayed to the user" (col.3 lines 
6-14). (claim 1 ; i.e., forming a single result directory tree in which the structural or 
content differences between the compared files or folders are displayed by predefined 
graphic markings.) Examiner considers the representations of the results as displayed 
predefined graphic markings as illustrated in Figures 1 1 A-F. 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Huberman teaches "The "rightOnly" state symbol 
384 also shows that there is no corresponding object in the left source, as 
indicated by the empty left-side box" (col.9 lines 25-28). (claim 2; i.e., graphically 
displaying, in the single result directory tree, additional files or folders that are present in 
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one of the compared directory trees as corresponding additional folders.) (claim 3; i.e., 
to show from which of the compared directory trees the additional folders come, the 
corresponding additional folders are provided with corresponding predefined markings.) 
Examiner considers the "rightOnly" state symbol to be a predefined marking that 
represent an additional object in the right directory source that is not present in the left 
directory source. 

Regarding claim 4, Huberman teaches "The result view 701 also indicates that 
objects of the Emp object pair are not equal as the respective object node 710 
has a corresponding "not equivalent" state symbol 389" (col. 19 lines 45-48). 

(claim 4; i.e., wherein files or folders that have the same identity but differ with respect 
to their respective object attributes are graphically identified in the single result directory 
tree.) Examiner considers the "not equivalent" state symbol to graphically identify 
objects with the same identity such as the Emp object pair but differ with respect to their 
attributes as illustrated in Figure 19. 

Regarding claim 5, Huberman teaches "at least one object pair of table type 
objects are not equal, the table object type node 704 also has a corresponding 
"different" status symbol 524 associated with it" (col. 19 lines 50-54). (claim 5; i.e., 
wherein higher-level folders, which contain files or folders with a different identity or with 
different object attributes, are graphically marked in the single result directory tree. ) 
Examiner considers the table object node to be a higher-level folder graphically marked 
with a "different" status symbol because it contains objects with different object 
attributes as illustrated in Figure 19. 
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Regarding claim 7, Huberman teaches "Detailed results of the Emp table 
object pair were requested to be displayed by the user" (col. 19 lines 55-63). (claim 
7; i.e., wherein object attributes of the files or folders are displayed as a list in the single 
result directory tree in which the differences resulting from the comparison are 
graphically marked. ) Examiner considers Figure 19 to illustrate the list as recited in 
claim 7. 

Claim 8 is directed towards a system claim and is substantially encompassed in 
method claim 1 , therefore the system claim is rejected under the same rationale as 
method claim 1 above. In respect to the system of claim 8, Huberman teaches "The 
main memory 8 also may be used for storing temporary data, i.e., variables, or 
other intermediate information during execution of instructions by the 
processor(s) 7" (col. 20 lines 45-48). (claim 8; i.e., a memory unit operable to store 
the directory trees, wherein the directory trees are each formed in a similar hierarchical 
arrangement of files, folders or a combination of files and folders; a microprocessor unit 
operable to compare and evaluate structural or content differences between the stored 
directory trees; ) Examiner considers the main memory and processor to be capable of t 
performing the limitations of the memory unit and microprocessor as recited in system 
claim 8. 

Huberman further teaches "a display device 11, such as, but not limited to, a 
cathode ray tube (CRT), for displaying information to a user" (col. 20 lines 55-57). 

(claim 8; i.e., a graphic display unit operable to display a graphically clear display of the 
comparison result, which comprises a single result directory tree in which the structural 
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or content differences between the compared directory trees are displayed by 
predefined graphic markings.) Examiner considers the display device to be capable of 
performing the limitations of the graphic display unit as recited in system claim 8. 

Regarding claim 9, Huberman's Figures 11A-F illustrate predefined graphic 
markings that comprise of graphic symbols (see Figures 11A-F). (claim 9; i.e., 
wherein the predefined graphic markings comprise at least one of various color 
markings and graphic symbols. ) 

Regarding claim 10, Huberman teaches "checks whether all the container 
nodes and the root node for the current object pair have had their status symbols 
updated" (col. 13; lines 44-50). (claim 10; i.e., wherein the graphic markings comprise 
at least one pictogram that indicates the differences between the directory trees and 
replaces an original respective at least one pictogram of the file or the folders of the 
compared directory trees.) Examiner considers the updated status symbol to be a 
pictogram that replaces the original status pictogram of the folder as illustrated in the 
process of Figure 13B. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 6 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Huberman as cited and applied to claim 1 above, in view of Fontes, U.S. 
Patent #6,912,701 B1. 

Regarding claim 6, Huberman does not expressly teach identical compared files 
and folders being represented without any of the predefined graphic markings. 
However, Fontes Figure 16A illustrates a single window listing the summary of 
result for comparing two directories. The files that are the same in each directory 
have a corresponding text result listed as "same" but do not have any predefined 
graphic markings (Fontes; col. 7 lines 56-65, Figure 16A). (claim 6; i.e., wherein 
ones of the files and folders, that are identically present with respect to their identity and 
object attributes in the compared directory trees, are shown in the single result directory 
tree without any of the predefined graphic markings. ) Examiner does not consider the 
text result marking "same" to be a graphic marking. 

In the same field of endeavor, objects are being compared and the differences 
between the objects are combined into a single result (Fontes; abstract). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Huberman single result tree to display objects having the same identity 
with text and without predefined graphic markings as taught by Fontes to provide the 
benefit of another manner to indicate to the user that something has changed between 
the two objects (Fontes; col. 5 lines 54-59). 

Regarding claim 1 1 f Huberman does not expressly teach a print unit. However, 
Fontes teaches "attached to the personal computer 100 may be other devices 
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such as etc... printers" (col. 2 lines 46-52). (claim 11; i.e., comprising a print unit 
operable to print various information, wherein the differences in the compared directory 
trees are printed out in list form on said print unit or stored as a file in said memory unit.) 

In the same field of endeavor, objects are being compared and the differences 
between the objects are combined into a single result (Fontes; abstract). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include on Huberman Figure 2B bus interface a printer as taught by Fontes to 
provide the function of printing documents from application programs as desired by user 
(Fontes; Figure 1). 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Henry Orr whose telephone number is (571) 274 1308. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8 to 4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Jackson can be reached on (571) 270 1279. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Henry Orr 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 97 
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